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INTERMODAL SUR FAC E TRA NSP ORT ATI
ON
EFF ICIE NCY ACT (!STEA): A NEW WAY OF
DOI NG
BUS INE SS

G

ood morn ing. It's good to be back amon g so man
y
in the field of trans porta tion and, certa inly, frien fellow colle ague s
ds as well.
I've got good news and I've also got very troub
ling news . I reall y don' t
believe it was by happ ensta nce that toda y we
have the fram ewor k for a
very successful futur e surfa ce trans porta tion
prog ram in our coun try.
When Doug Ham , Rola nd Mross, and I came to
DOT abou t 3-1/2 year s
ago, one of the first assig nme nts that Secr etary
Skin ner gave to us was to
develop a natio nal trans porta tion policy. That
bega n in the summ er of
1989 and was truly a very inten sive exercise.
Ther e was a serie s of outre ach hear ings and meet
ings throu ghou t
our coun try, inclu ding one in Kent ucky that I
can recal l atten ding . It was
not simp ly to develop a nice, prett y docu ment
, whic h we call the natio nal
trans porta tion policy, to sit on a shelf. It was
developed in light of the fact
that over the upco ming two year s, legis latio n
would
re-au thori ze not only our trans it, safet y, and high be requ ired to
also airpo rt prog rams . That natio nal trans porta way prog rams , but
tion policy, whic h
Pres iden t Bush anno unce d in Marc h 1990, truly
did provide the legis lative fram ewor k for cong ressi onal cons idera tion
and the subs eque nt
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development of the !STEA bill today. It wasn't by happenstance. Many
times, I suspect those ofus in the transportation community feel that the
services and facilities we provide are somewhat taken for granted in this
great land of ours. Unfortunately, I think that is the case.
One of the advantages of the national transportation policy effort was
that it raised the consciousness level across our land of how fundamental
our transportation system is to the future of our country. I believe that
was a very positive aspect as we then entered into the congressional
deliberation last year. I also think it is noteworthy that on February 13,
1991, President Bush proposed a re-authorization of the highway and
transit program. A bill went forward to Congress. In recent times, when
re-authorization came due, Congress has normally taken the initiative,
but in this case the Administration took the initiative to introduce a bill.
The Senate acted very quickly and, in fact, passed their version of the bill
by June oflast year. Meanwhile, there seemed to be a lot of flux occurring
in the House. Many were saying, ''We won't even see a re-authorization
bill this year, it will be next year." And, some were proposing, ''We'll do
something stop-gap, we'll do a one-year bill or a two-year bill. We don't
have time to worry about transportation now; we'll come back a little later
and worry about it then." Fortunately, the pressure that was created, first
from the Administration's standpoint and secondly from the Senate's
standpoint, ultimately did move a bill forward .
Right before Congress recessed last summer (at the end of July), there
was a proposal, which included a nickel gas-tax increase, taken to the
House floor. It never came to a vote in the House because the support was
not there. The fundamental rationale was, ''We should invest the monies
currently being collected through our user fees and support a strong program through that mechanism rather than a further tax increase." The
House came back after recess and, in late September, recognized reality
and dropped the gas-tax increase and began work on a bill that ultimately
was passed by the House in October. It was quite different from the
Senate bill and, quite frankly, there were some things in the House bill
that we, within the Administration, strongly supported and wanted to
see; the same with the Senate bill. Some things we fully supported, others
we did not. Ultimately, the day before Thanksgiving, as Congress adjourned, !STEA was passed.
I want to discuss five aspects that we, within the Administration,
throughout the program, and throughout the legislation, considered very
important.
1.
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In order to have a responsive program and serve our national
interests, we must have a multi-year bill. The bill, as you well
know, is a six-year bill. While there remains a large amount of
uncertainty in terms of the funding, at least to have a program
structure and a program in place for an extended period allows us
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all to plan and imp lem ent our tran spo
rtat
effectively. So, a mul ti-y ear bill was imp ion prog ram s mor e
orta nt and it was includ ed in the fina l bill.
2.

3.

4.

Incr ease d fund ing was very imp orta nt.
The auth oriz atio n leve l in
this bill is app roxi mat ely 50 perc ent
high er in fede ral fund s than
the prev ious bill. A 50-p erce nt incr ease
in the level offe dera l commit men t to surf ace tran spo rtat ion is
ano ther key elem ent. One
tha t reco gniz es, that as far as our surf
ace tran spo rtat ion is concern ed, we hav e reac hed ano ther gen
erat ion. We are trul y in a
pos t-in ters tate era. The Fed eral -Aid
Hig
last 35 yea rs, has been ded icat ed to com hwa y Prog ram , over the
plet ing tha t 44,0 00-m ile
Inte rsta te Sys tem , which is liter ally
complete acro ss our land . It
has cert ainl y chan ged the very natu re
of our tran spo rtat ion
syst em.
Rec ogn izin g the com plet ion of that syst
em, we felt it was criti cal
tha t the fede ral prog ram prov ide stat
e and local gov ernm ent a
new deg ree of flexibility in term s of allo
cati ng the reso urce s
with in the fede ral prog ram . In fact, the
prob lem s in Ken tuck y are
very uniq ue from the prob lem s in Cali
forn ia, New York, and
Georgia. Eve n with in Ken tuck y ther e
may be very uniq ue
prob lem s. The refo re, to hav e prog ram
flexibility in the allo cati on
of fede ral reso urce s was para mou nt.
Tha t objective also was met ,
so we hav e a six- year bill with incr ease
d fund ing and incr ease d
flexibility.
Fro m the nati ona l stan dpo int, we felt
tha
esse ntia l to develop, wha t we call, a Nat t it was abso lute ly
iona l Hig hwa y Sys tem . A
high way syst em that buil ds upo n tha
t 44,000-mile Inte rsta te
Sys tem , that inte rcon nect s and sup plem
ents the syst em; a syst em
of abo ut 155,000 to 160,000 tota l mile
s acro ss our land ; a syst em
tha t will .allow us to spre ad the ben efits
, if you will, of that Inte rstat e Sys tem furt her thro ugh out our
cou ntry and cert ainl y
prov ide enh anc ed leve ls ofru ral acce
ssibility. The bill does
incl ude the desi gna tion of that Nat iona
l Hig hwa y Sys tem .

5. Thi s objective was para mou nt in
our thou ghts , it invo lved how we
do busi ness . Our high way syst em and
our othe r surf ace tran spo rtatio n syst ems mus t recognize the real
ity
and env iron men tal con side ratio ns. We, of fina ncia l con stra ints
as
man age rs of that syst em, mus t atte mpt ope rato rs and
to
ing tha t syst em and man agin g that syst do a bett er job of ope ratem mor e efficiently and
effectively. As an exam ple, ther e is with
seri es of man age men t syst ems : brid ge, in the bill the crea tion of a
pav eme nt, congestion,
safe ty, inte rmo dal, and tran sit. Tho se
man age men t syst ems are a
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challen ge to all ofus to say we can do a better job of operat ing our
system mote safely and more efficiently.
·
Anoth er elemen t of that sounde r manag ement is an expand ed role
for the planni ng process. The metrop olitan planni ng organi zation'
s role is
the develo pment of transp ortatio n plans in our metrop olitan areas
and,
for the first time, the develo pment of statew ide transp ortatio n improv
ement progra ms, again, all oriente d toward trying to do our job better.
So,
on all accou nts-a six-yea r bill, increas e fundin g, flexibility, nation
al highway system , and better operat ions of our existin g system -we feel
the Intermod al Surfac e Transp ortatio n Efficiency Act of 1991 can provid
e us all
the framew ork that we need.
We, within FHWA, were challen ged at the beginn ing of the progra
m
to implem ent and to try to help state and local govern ments execut
ea
quite differe nt progra m. It was a progra m with many change s compa
red
to the progra m that has been in place since 1956, at the start of the
interstate era. On Decem ber 18th, when the bill was signed, we apport
ioned
the fundin g that was availab le to each of the states, trying to provid
e
actual dollars as quickly as possible.
Given the fact that the federal fiscal year 1992 was going to be a very
short year (since the bill was nearly three month s late in being adopte
d),
we attemp ted to commu nicate extensi vely with our colleagues and
partne rs in the progra m at the state level, the local level, and the
metrop olitan planni ng organi zation level in terms of our interpr etation
of
the bill. We tried to provide written guideli nes on admin isterin g the
program. We consciously took an effort not to become overly institu tionali
zed
in the develo pment of formal rule-m aking and regula tions-m aking
in
govern ing the progra m. There have been some of those efforts that
were
needed ; some have been completed, others are continu ing. One of
our
philoso phies is to try to keep the progra m as simple as possible, althou
gh
the progra m itself in certain areas, is very complex. It has been a
challenge for us throug hout this year. We hope we've lived up to that
challenge, but the real test is to ask our partne rs-sta te and local
govern ment- wheth er that is the case or not. The progra m is workin
g.
Tomor row ends federal fiscal year 1992. We will have obligat ed $17
billion in the high way progra m this year- not a bad rec_o rd for the year
being almost three month s late to begin with. The highwa y progra
m has
increa sed in terms of its fundin g significance and the dollars will
be allocated and obligat ed tomorr ow. Kentuc ky certain ly joins each of the
other
49 states in attesti ng to that accomp lishme nt.
I mentio ned fundin g flexibility earlier . It too, seems to be workin g.
Many have been concer ned that 70 percen t of the highwa y funds could
actuall y be transfe rred and used as capital improv ement fundin g
for the
transit system . Many highwa y advocates, if you will, have seen a
great
risk there. Of that $17 billion total this year, about $320 million has
been
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transferred from the highway program to the transit program. That $320
million represents approximat ely two percent of the total program. It certainly does not seem to indicate, at this point, that there should be an
overriding concern in that regard. Much more important is the fact that
within the highway program, about $1 billion of that $17 billion obligation, has been transferred among highway program categories. The
flexibility provisions of the bill have been proven; they can work, they can
be very significant and can certainly allow the program to move forward
quickly.
As a result of this increase offederal funding for the highway
program, many states faced very serious state budget problems. All of
our states also are operating under very tight budgets. It appears (and it
did happen in many states) an influx offederal funds on one hand creates
further pressures. On the other hand, at the state level, the states take
resources and redirect them to other programs because we have the
sudden windfall of profit on the federal side of the equation. It has been
somewhat frustrating to see that happen in some states and thereby
result in decreasing the overall level of investment in our transportat ion
system. However, it's also interesting to note that seven states and Puerto
Rico took advantage of what is provided in the legislation to temporarily
match or waive the matching funds required in the highway program. The
federal share is normally 80 percent, the local-state share is 20 percent
within this program. Seven states chose to exercise a waiver of the matching requiremen ts, which will have to be reimbursed later, at a total cost of
about $500 million. If your state budget would not allow that expanded
federal program, to move forward, you could basically defer the matching
requiremen ts and pay it later. Some states chose to exercise that latitude.
One state (New Jersey) also chose to exercise another degree of flexibility
in the sense of total capital investment s in the state. If they are increasing (independe nt of the federal program) from state and local sources, the
amount of increase in that investment can be used as a soft match. It can
be counted towards matching the federal program. New Jersey has exercised that latitude, and there are three or four other states looking at that
possibility for the future. It appears to me that particularly those states
where toll roads exist would be in the best position to take advantage of
that.
Many ofus knew there were "technical corrections" that were
required within !STEA A couple of the major ones have already been
corrected in subsequent legislation. About six weeks ago, the House
passed the Technical Corrections Bill. But the Technical Corrections Bill
was expanded significantly , as most pieces oflegislatio n do, and includes
a series of demonstrat ion projects and other things. That bill is sitting in
the Senate, and I really do not expect the Senate to act upon it during the
balance of this session of Congress. We believe that we can collectively
administer the program and, therefore, there is no critical need at this
point, for a technical corrections bill. Furthermor e, it doesn't appear there
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will be congre ssiona l consid eratio n in that sense. That's the
good news. I
don't know wheth er you thoug ht that was good news or bad
news, but I
tried to indica te that it was good news.
Let me now turn to the bad news, and I'll try not to get too excite
d
when I touch upon this. Tomorrow ends the federa l fiscal year,
as you
know, and we begin fiscal year 1993 on Thurs day. We don't
have a
budge t, althou gh I think we may have one by tomorrow. Both
the House
and the Senat e had passed the fiscal year 1993 appro priatio
n bills for
DOT a month or two ago. The conference committee resolv ing
the two
differences in those bills met last week. While we haven 't seen
the writte n
conference report , they have been worki ng on it furiou sly over
the
weeke nd, yester day, and last night in Washi ngton . I think it
will proba bly
go to the floor of the House and the Senat e tomor row for enactm
ent.
Let me talk about the fundin g levels in that bill and about a
couple of
other charac teristi cs in that bill that troubl ed me immen sely,
and that I
know will troubl e you too. In Janua ry, the Presid ent proposed
a $19.2billion highw ay progra m for fiscal year 1993. At that time, the
Presid ent
was criticized. That level offund ing (and that's a very signif
icant level of
fundin g above the $17 billion this year) fell short of the autho
rized
amou nts in the !STEA bill. That is true. If you added up the
total
autho rized amou nts in the !STEA bill, you would have been
a little over
$20 billion. Yes, the Presid ent's budge t was a billion dollar s
short. The
budge t that I expec t Congr ess to adopt, however, will be slightl
y under
$18 billion. Moreover, about $2 billion will be earma rked for
so-called
"demo nstrat ion" projects and theref ore not availa ble to the
states
gener al highw ay purpo ses. Effectively, Congress will have reduce for their
d the
Presid ent's propo sal from $19 billion to $16 billion . This $16
billion funding level repres ents a $1 billion reduct ion from fiscal year 1992.
I was speak ing as recent ly as two weeks ago at a forum like
this, and
I was very optim istic that the fundin g dedication to the highw
ay progra m
would continue. At this point, it appea rs this year may be one
I would call
a "setback," in light of what the goals and objectives of ISTEA
really are.
It is unfort unate news and I wish I didn't have to share; but,
on the other
hand, I think it's very impor tant that we all under stand what
is going on.
If we find oursel ves in the position where the progra m is
effectively being
reduce d, the real advan tages and merits ofIST EA will be very,
very
difficult to achieve. !STEA really introd uces the spirit of coope
ration,
outrea ch, and collaboration in shapin g our transp ortatio n decisio
n
makin g. However, if we are faced with shrink ing resour ces
at the federa l
level, I'm afraid it will become one of confrontatio n betwe en
all of us in
terms of trying to scavenge for those scarce resources. I consid
er it a very
seriou s setbac k, ifit becomes reality . It's troubl ing to know
the future of
!STEA (with which we should all work closer togeth er and more
collectively) will be threat ened. This sugge sts we must be concerned
about the
qualit y produ ct we ultima tely provide the users of the system
. Wheth er it
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be a transit service, whethe r it be a paveme nt or a bridge, there are
opportu nities for us to provide a more cost-effective product to the user of
our system. I'm afraid we will see a setback in that regard as well.
Anothe r though t that I believe must permea te literally everyth ing
we do in transpo rtation is safety. That certainl y applies to those of us
involve d in the highwa y program . We lost over 41,000 Americ ans on our
highwa y system last year, but we have the lowest fatality rate in the
history of our country . We are making inroad s-a fatality rate of about
1.9 per 100 million vehicle miles of travel is a very signific ant reductio n,
in fact, a 40-perc ent reducti on over the last 10 years. Yet, 41,000
Americ ans, or roughly a hundre d per day, die on our highwa ys. Therefo re,
safety, quality , and coopera tion are the words of the future. !STEA
provide s the framew ork, now we have the threat of financi ng detract ing
from that.
'
I leave you with that very serious concern on my part, and simply ask
all of you to continu e your efforts with us. We, within FHWA, are proud
to be served by regiona l admini strators like Leon Larson, the division
admini strator here in Kentuc ky, Paul Toussa int, and many, many other
dedicat ed profess ionals. Our word is partner ship, we want to be your
partner s as we continu e to tackle the challen ges of the future. !STEA
really does have the possibil ity and funding will make it happen . Thank
you very much.

•
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